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Sandia National Laboratories, UC San Franci. ford, Berkeley, ford L_inear Accel
Center, SRI International, Palo Alto Research Center and NASA Ames to name just a few.

el Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory is a social and economic driver. The Lab's 8000
employees are highly edur.a[:d and are a major asset to their communities. They have organized
- science fa:rs assisted in ] served as for local schools, and
L .....u:'f:,‘ K;“h C"M e Vo200 d in many other ity affairs. The lab itself has made important equipment
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“’:.T'"’. el ﬁ‘::;;. P Vice Chair %{I;]:J East ::,!:n?fiffz% ' helped make the Tri-Valley region one of the h\ghcsl educated and wealthiest in the nation.
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The Lab’s $1.6 billion annual budget is of major importance to the local economy. Since the
Lab’s revenue comes primarily from outside the region, it is an especially important source of

: revenue and new regional wealth, With approximately $660 million of the Lab’s budget
DA supporting salaries and benefits well above average, the importance ofh'l;\fmg]l.ah Tmplwted f |
[.ocm opmen living in our communities o support a high quality of life is apparent. The relatively steady leve

The g bevel i Allsoce foe Busisess (ngaB) ’éa Tegionl econ:emEI: of employment and wages also helped buffer the surrounding Tri-Valley area from the much
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membership that includes local government agencies (including eighteen cities), non- In :Iddltlon. thc Lab H purc! aﬁﬁ&\; S:rm:uppon an companies pro

profit organizations and private sector members, We appreciate this opportunity to ¥

offer our comments on the social and economic impacts of Lawrence Livermore
Hfitional Laboraiary ( ) o ek Jock] teglont In short, LLNL pmhdes a significant value to the region from the direct funds it brings to the economy,

d th t tes. But it provides even ter value through the strength it brings to our
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laklund Murrcpaditsn Chomsber Logitech and hundreds of smaller technol i clearly indicate the of the entire nation,
i Do importance of science and technology to the East Bay's economy. By some g
counts, the East Bay has more biotech companies than San Diego and receives Sincérel
more total venture capital investment than all but a few of the nation’s states. .
" Through tech transfer, cooperative research, and the spin-off of companies
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1320 Addison Street $C438
Berkeley, CA 94702

April 28, 2004

\ N = ' Dear Mr. Grim,
X ¥ J"r;v 1 g3m (:J!rfrm.

) \ Please include the message below in your record of testimony at the hearings on the DOE Environmental
f{p& p Y /1{ E ArA75 4 /-243 Impact Statement on your planned operations for the next 10 years.
e — v, -

s - 1 am opposed to any expansion that involves the use of plutonium, tritium or other radicactive elements,
LY Jero Eerhue ﬂM.Oﬂmmmme[mmﬂhmmmmnmw

__P\ LIJWW iIC:H’n.ll F ld-(h."bl Qi bl Tt is clear to me that over many years, DOE and Livermore Labs have demonstrated their inability to

2/23.01. contain radiation at any of the many sites where it is present.
’ ummmuwmwmmmmmmmmusmm
and research for at least 50 years.

3/22.02|

You do not know how to dispose of radicactive waste.

4/0301 You have not dealt with the costs of containment, clean-up or disposal while demanding ever more
. billions for new projects. Meanwhile US cities and rural areas are blighted with poverty and all its human costs.

I do not believe that nuclear weaponry is necessary for our defense. Defense against whom?

5/010 ‘The US has failed to prevent nuclear proliferation. Therefore the stockpiling of weapons and the
development of new weapons is a fool's game leading only to more danger.
lmmmmnwmwmmumwmmmwmm
away from the plan as written and begin to explore Labs to peaceful, non-nuciear uses, or
that you will resign.

Ca St

cc: DOE Secretary Spencer Abraham
Rep. Barbara Lee
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Rep. Ellen O, Tauscher
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1/23.03

2/25.06

3/04.01

4/23.02

Dear Mr. Grim:

Tam concerned with the manner in which you state the risk of continued
operations at LLNL. 1assume that a probablistic assessment was conducted.
I wonder how you can state with confidence that there is no risk from
radiation when the only experiments possible are those done on rats with
high doses of radiation over a short period of time. According to many
experts, this does not necessarily provide insight into the effects of low
doses of radiation over long periods of time (Silbergeld 1991; Jasanoff’
1991). It seems that you must have simply disregarded the uncertainty
involved with such a complex issue, and taken what can be currently known as
the only important aspect of risk assessment. I think that, considering the
potentially fatal nature of the materials at LLNL, this is a foolhardy
approach. Also, I have not been convinced that LLNL needs to continue its
operations as you have defined them, and therefore question the
acceptability any risk at all. Given the fact that we are at risk of

suffering irreversible damage to the environment and human health -
especially considering LLNL's lackluster history of accidents and
mishandling of dangerous materials alluded to in the recent GAO report -
isn't this a good opportunity to enact the Precautionary Principle at least

in order to give the community at risk an chance to assess the alternatives
(O'Brien 1999). 1hope that you will familiarize yourself with the
references [ have provided and consider a different approach to risk
assessment.

Thank you,

Jalal Elhayek
914 Cayuga Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Sources

Jasanoff, Sheila. "Acceptable Evidence in a Pluralistic Society.” In

Acceptable
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O'Brien, Mary. "Alternatives Assessment: Part of Operationalizing and
Institutionalizing
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Silbergeld, Ellen K. "Risk Assessment and Risk Management: An Uneasy
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Herre =
Fucstiy, I ThHewwHT THE 900 woded Lig -
LAER MWD W WETRE SRS Wi T meenALE
S F LU WL ETRE | [T SRR e e Comments public hearing on SWEIS for LLNL
ED wE s ™ MALE MEW Lot S b m‘:ﬁ;“ 27, 2[!1;:01 -
1/04.01 | iwdE o EmiefArs Wit AMATT LugE i TH ubmitted by Stephanie Ericson
ALY FeT POl TGl 'L) AnD S7RRT “Eh irisen Liv
M-:n Lefed TEX Tl [ W o Flfued, Erodey | Every time I hear of a new weapons plan put forth by DOE and the lab, it never fails to / )
wE e PERPes WS ATHEST MELet A ORT siTE ’ remind me of Walt Kelley's comic strip character Pogo of years ago and his suspsisirg gone/usecn
FoEp + EDunaTimed  AIOT T8 naerTleal e seskmmien: “We have met the enemy and it is us.”
CArl ST ATRAF mdolffD nawTedpes SAEELr cdinded the. Valle o )
IT HPC B ek LICe OF = T, We, in the community of Livermore, are NOT the enemy, nor are the other peoples on
PLERIE EME THig :,:A b ;w ﬁ’, Bt e our precious Earth the enemy. Yenfe may all pay a price for this foolish, dangerous
——1 it T . 1/04.01 course of ramping up nuclear weapons work at Livermore Lab and other DOE sites and
_ T woul, fefd Elou nLz48 now also adding research on bio-warfare agents to the mix. &he 5 (+ FHiat so many
RECEIVED WAY 24 T0M OGS e b fecd 3 Aafinal Secus. nf griuads oh v pie e m-sf'e:::f:,ﬂf'm Lkl
Our real enemies are the goal of 1 ding and ever-i ing nuclear d i .
and the inevitable response of other nations and groups to our hypocrisy of more nukes
for us while we point fingers at WMD, real or imagined, elsewhere.
My concerns about DOE’s ten-year plans for LLNL are both global and local.
I'm d about the i d amount of plutonium this plan would permit at the Lab
2/33-01|' iti pportunities for greater plutoni issions into our ity.
Since 1960 there have been at least 30 releases of plutonium, uranium and other
radioactive substances at the Lab. There have been fires, spills, filter failures, leaks, and
eriticality accidents. In addition, plutonium-contaminated sewage has been discharged to
RO Etiry Li 's plant, and liquids with plutonium poured onto the
Jes T BalPega @a, ground. Plutonium in unlined liquid waste pits leached into the soil, and some may have
MEDER L B, R <H a, 3/23.01 been swept into the atmosphere after evaporation. A 1996 report found that LLNL could
T 5 'I ' not account for 12 pounds of plutonium, possibly due to spills, releases, and/or
= 1 measurement ermoers.
—\“-:—.-"' " We also know that elevated levels of plutonium have been found in Big Trees Park in
Livermore, with no definitive explanation for how it got there, some theories, yes, but no
. real answers.
Thowe b e PoE MMIA - 2g2
Foein EAIT AoE. It therefore seems irresponsible to let the Lab have even more plutonium, and all the
LautEvesgE, L4 T iio me s0 when you ider its purpose — to introduce new nuclear weapon technologies
ere.
4/27.02 1) P-AVLIS (atomic vapor laser isotope separation). This was previously
e proposed, and later abandoned, for uranium isotope separation, in part, |
33.01 believe, b of environmental concerns. } . this new plan will use
T O N1 OO Y O OO 220 Ibs of Plutoniunf; {fiféasing air pollution and increasing the stream of
{ransuranic waste (that’s stuff like Plutonium and U) at the lab to over 20
times current levels.
March 2005
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5/37.01

6/02.01

5/37.01
cont.

7/35.01

8/25.01 |

9/01.01

10/23.01
9/01.01

cont.

2) Plutonium pit manufacturing. Again this adds risk to the community for
something that is not needed to maintain the current nuclear weapons
stockpile.

[‘hese programs are also directly linked to the intent by the Bush administration to

p new nuclear weapons, such as the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator and the so-
called mini-nukes. I guess the idea is to make them seem small enough and even cute,
maybe, so it becomes thinkable to use them. Like how can a mini-nuke be THAT bad?

Eventually the DOE plans to construct somewhere a Modern Pit Facility, which would
have the capability, if it ran double shifis, to each year produce 900 pits, an amount that |
understand is equal to entire nuclear arsenal of China and France.

The purpose of the Livermore pit facility is to work out the bugs of new plutonium pit
manufacturing technology prior to large-scale fabrication elsewhere.

‘While the Lab is working these bugs out, it will become host of bugs of another sort.
DOE's proposal to bring bio-warfare agent research to Livermore strikes me as especially
wrong-headed. The proposed BSL-3 facility here would allow research on agents with
the potential for airborne transmission that can be deadly if untreated, such as anthrax,
botulism and the bubonic plague.

Not only am I concemed about the impact of potential aceidents in a heavily populated
area such as ours, but also about the message we would send to other nations and groups
— that the U.S. chooses to do this kind of politically sensitive research in a super secret
nuclear facility whose primary mission is military research.

The line between defensive and offensive research in this areas is very thin. By doing ita
classified site like this erects tremendous obstacles to oversight, both domestically and
internationally. Even if the Bush administration hadn’t lowered U.S. credibility recently
with false assertions about definitive evidence of WMD in Iraq, do we really expect that
“Don’t worry. Just trust us.” will cut it on this? I don’t think so.

It seems to me that this is a recipe for disaster: that, as a nation, we are leading by mis-
example.

1 would ask the DOE that it more seriously consider thc local health and environmental
impacts of these and other new or expanded p and, in addition, that it
undertake a rigorous review of these progr | proliferation impacts for WMD.
And I would ask that such a review include the assessments of independent experts who
are not connected with DOE by employment or collaborative work.

F r

Thank you.
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